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Samevatting
Tal le po gings is aang ewend om te kom tot ‘n sin vol le on ders kei ding
tus sen die na tuur we tens kap pe en die gees tes we tens kap pe. Aan die
hand van uni ver sa li teit en in di vi du a li teit as maat staw we on ders kei Ric -
kert tus sen die na tuur we tens kap pe wat ge ne ra li se rend te werk sou
gaan en die his to rie se gees tes we tens kap pe wat in di vi du a li se rend werk. 
Win del band be na der die self de met be hulp van die ter me no mo te ties
(wet- stellend) en idi og ra fies (uniek-soekend). Pan nen berg ver bind in di -
vi du a li teit met die aard van ‘n to ta li teit (ge heel heid), ter wyl Ga da mer
ter rug ryp na ‘n uit spraak van Helm holtz uit die jaar 1862 waar in hy be -
weer dat daar geen be son de re me to des is wat hier die twee groe pe we -
tens kap pe van me kaar on ders kei nie.
   ‘n Alter na tie we weg word in hier die ar ti kel on der soek van uit die
uniek heid van we tens kapli ke denke (met in ag ne ming van die vers kil
tus sen ge deel de en on ders kei den de ei ens kap pe). Aan die hand van
mo da le abs tra he ring as on ders kei den de ken merk van we tens kapli ke
den ke word die on ders kei ding ve rant woord ter wyl te ge lyk lig ge werp
word op die on ver my de lik heid van wys ge ri ge voor on der stel linge in die
vers kil len de vakwtens kap pe.

1. From natural science to historicity and interpretation

The ap par ent un ri valed suc cess of the mathe mati cally based natu ral sci -
ences dur ing the as cent of  the industrial- technological era of the past 150
years gives credi bil ity to the claim of  posi tiv ism and neo- posi tiv ism,
namely that sci ence is iden ti cal to natu ral sci ence. How ever, con cur rent
with this de vel op ment an other ten dency es tab lished it self. In or der to un -
der stand this course of events we need to go back to the rise of his tori -
cism at the tran si tion from the 1 8th to the 1 9th cen tury.

His tori cism and 20th cen tury her me neu tics (two im por tant cor ner stones
of post mod er nity) even tu ally, as we shall dem on strate be low, chal lenged
this posi tiv ist claim. Kuhn pur sued this fur ther by em pha siz ing the his -
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toric ity of sci ence in terms of para digm shifts – thus draw ing a key ele -
ment of her me neu tics to its con clu sion, the in sight namely that all sci ence 
in evi ta bly is also bound to in ter pre ta tions of in ter pre ta tions.

The sign- character of lan guage caused De Saus sure and Der rida to ques -
tion a di rect ap peal to a ref er ent (de no ta tion can not es cape from con no ta -
tion).

2. Universality and individuality as criterion of demarcation

His tori cally pre ced ing this de vel op ment is the po si tion taken by the
Baden School of neo- Kantianism. Both Win del band and Rick ert pro posed 
to dis tin guish be tween the natu ral sci ences and the hu mani ties by em ploy -
ing the dif fer ence be tween uni ver sal ity and in di vidu al ity. Wilhelm Win -
del band pre sented his in flu en tial rec to rial ora tion on Geschichte und Na -
tur wis sen schaft in 1896. Here he dis tin guishes be tween two dif fer ent
types of sci ence: no mothetic and ideo graphic (the former sets out to grasp 
what is uni ver sal and the lat ter aims to un der stand the unique and in di vid -
ual). Rick ert ar gues that we can sub sume the world un der two dif fer ent
logi cal points of view: if we view it from the per spec tive of the uni ver sal
it be comes na ture (stud ied by the gen er al iz ing natu ral sci ences); if we
view it from the per spec tive of the unique and in di vid ual it be comes his -
tory (stud ied by the in di vidu al iz ing cul tural sci ences).

The dis tinc tion be tween uni ver sal ity and in di vidu al ity is not ade quate to
de mar cate the natu ral sci ences from the hu mani ties. The sta tis ti cal for mu -
la tion of physi cal laws ac knowl edges unique ness

and in di vidu al ity while, by con trast, no sin gle sci ence within the hu mani -
ties can es cape from some or other form of uni ver sal ity. The in ves ti ga tion 
of logi cal ar gu men ta tion, for ex am ple, re quires the uni ver sal pres ence of
logi cal ca paci ties amongst hu man be ings ir re spec tive of the vary ing
forms it may as sume in dif fer ent cul tures. The same ap plies to forms of
art, law, eco nom ics, so cial in ter ac tion, and so on.

3. Wholeness combined with individuality as distinctive feature of the
humanities: Pannenberg

Pan nen berg ar gues “that the con cept of the whole plays a fun da men tal
role in the so- called hu man sci ences [Geist eswis sen schaf ten] simi lar to
that of law in the natu ral sci ences” (1990:136). He holds that this claim
does not im ply the well- known du al ism of natu ral and hu man sci ences
be cause “the con cept of the whole, as a uni ver sal cate gory, is also ap pli -
ca ble to ob jects of na ture, and it un der lies the de scrip tion of na ture util -
ized in the natu ral sci ences as well” (1990:136). Pan nen berg re al izes that
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the con cept of the whole not only un der lies the no tion of a ma te rial body
since it also plays a role in the the ory of sys tems. It is the dif fer en tia tion
and in di vidu al ity of a sin gly oc cur rence, which, ac cord ing to Pan nen berg, 
is ne glected by the natu ral sci ences (and all no mologi cal sci ences – Pan -
nen berg, 1990: 138).

It seems to be a mat ter of em pha sis: “While the con cept of the whole is
not fully ab sent from the natu ral sci ences but is sub or di nated to their in -
ter est in no mologi cal de scrip tions of natu ral pro cesses, the so- called hu -
man sci ences, by con trast, are pri mar ily in ter ested in in di vid ual ap pear -
ances” (1990:137).

Pan nen berg equates whole ness with in di vidu al ity. In do ing that he does
not re al ize that the term whole ness in the first place ap peals to the spa tial
as pect of re al ity. How ever, there may be dif fer ences of opin ion with re -
gard to the place ment of the whole- parts re la tion in the spa tial as pect. Is it 
really true that our aware ness of “wholes” and “parts” comes to the fore
in the spa tial as pect?

A first pos si ble can di date would be the con cept “unity”. Ar is totle al ready
re al ized, how ever, that units are dis crete, that is, that num bers, as dis crete
units, do not pos sess a com mon bar rier. Only when there is in deed a com -
mon bar rier can we speak of a co her ence (con ti nu ity) and of a con nected
whole (to tal ity). This sort of con tinu ous co her ence is unique to spa tial ex -
ten sion and in deed im plies that the whole- parts re la tion ship first ap pears
in the spa tial as pect of our ex pe ri ence. Pre cisely be cause every part of a
spa tial con tin uum co heres with every other part, the in fi nite fur ther di vi -
sion of spa tial con ti nu ity is nec es sar ily linked to this. Spa tial con ti nu ity
not only pro vides a foun da tion for the na ture and origi nal mean ing of the
whole- parts re la tion ship, it also founds the in fi nite di visi bil ity of con ti nu -
ity.

Hav ing es tab lished this we sim ply said some thing hold ing uni ver sally for
space (also des ig nated as mo dal uni ver sal ity). It does not say any thing
about the typi cal na ture of spe cific en ti ties merely func tion ing within the
as pect of space with its mo dal uni ver sal ity. Only con crete en ti ties evince
a unique in di vidu al ity. Ac knowl edg ing this im plic itly re quires a shift in
per spec tive: away from the di men sion of as pects (func tions) to that of en -
ti ties and events. Con se quently, by equat ing whole ness with in di vidu al ity
Pan nen berg makes a jump from the uni ver sal mo dal mean ing of space to
the typi cally en ti tary struc ture of things, events or cul tural ar te facts as in -
di vid ual wholes or to tali ties. At the same time he has se ri ous dif fi cul ties
to ex plain the na ture of par ticu lar po si tions taken in mod ern bi ol ogy.
When he says that it “is ... the in di vidu al ity of the sin gly oc cur rence,
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which natu ral sci ence (and all no mologi cal sci ence) ne glects, (Pan nen -
berg, 1990:137)” he for gets that both ho lism and nomi nal is tic neo-
 Darwinian evo lu tion ism ex plic itly fo cus on the unique in di vidu al ity of
plant and ani mal life.1

Per haps we should pur sue an al ter na tive route by first try ing to find what
is dis tinc tive about schol ar ship in gen eral with out at once giv ing an ac -
count for the sub se quent dif fer en tia tion be tween natu ral sci ences and the
hu mani ties. Bef ore a mean ing ful dif fer en tia tion be tween the natu ral sci -
ences and the hu mani ties could there fore be con tem plated one should be
able to char ac ter ize the unique ness of sci ence as such.

4. What makes science unique?

In tro duc ing method as the dis tinc tive fea ture of sci ence begs the ques tion. 
Adorno ar gues that even the most rig or ous meth ods can lead to false or
mean ing less re sults if they are ap plied to prob lems for which they are not
ade quate or with which they deal in a dis tort ing man ner.

We can sim plify this in sight by ask ing the ques tion: Does the method de -
ter mine what we want to know sci en tifi cally, or is the method it self de -
pend ent upon the na ture of what ever we want to un der stand schol arly?

Nee man (1986:80) is as tutely aware of the short com ings pres ent in the
method- primacy of posi tiv ism. Ac cord ing to him the phi loso phy of sci -
ence of posi tiv ism starts with a ba sic as sump tion analo gous to the gos pel
of St. John: In the be gin ning was the method!

Femi nist epis te mol ogy also chal lenges the idol of method. Mary Daly and 
Mar guer ette Du ras ar gue that it should be noted that the god Method is in
fact a sub or di nate de ity, serv ing Higher Pow ers. These are the so cial and
cul tural in sti tu tions which sur vival de pends upon the clas si fi ca tion of dis -
turb ing in for ma tion as non- data.

In fol low ing a sug ges tion from Helm holtz in 1862 Hans- Georg Gada mer
re jects the idea that there is a dis tinct method for the hu mani ties. In his
book Truth and Method (1960) Gada mer there fore ar gues against the idea 
that the hu man sci ences have to have ade quate meth ods bef ore it could be 
said that they are sci en tific. He bluntly states: “The hu man sci ences have
no method of their own.” In this re gard Grondin writes:

Gada mer takes his first ori en ta tion from Helm holtz's Hei del berg
lec ture of 1862 on the re la tion ship of the natu ral and hu man sci -
ences. Ac cord ing to this speech, still worth read ing to day, the

18

Does it make sense to distinguish between the natural sciences and the humanities?

1 The emi nent ge ne ti cist, The o do si us Dobzhan sky, rem arks: “Orga nisms are not ty pes
and they do not have ty pes” (1969:8-9).



natu ral sci ences de rive rules and laws from the col lected ma te ri als
of ex pe ri ence by means of logi cal in duc tion. The hu man sci ences
pro ceed in a dif fer ent man ner. They ar rive at knowl edge by em -
ploy ing some thing like a psy cho logi cal sense of tact. In this con -
nec tion Helm holtz speaks of an ar tis tic in duc tion stem ming from
an in stinc tive sense or tact, for which there are no de fin able rules.
Ex ag ger at ing only slightly, one could say that in the first part of
Truth and Method Helm holtz is Gada mer's main in ter locu tor. If a
book can be un der stood only by fram ing the ques tion to which it is 
an an swer, we can say it was Helm holtz's sim ple ques tion about
the way of know ing pr open to the hu man sci ences that pro vided
the origi nal im pe tus for Truth and Method. ... It is there fore Gada -
mer's ini tial the sis that the sci en tific char ac ter of the hu man sci -
ences can be un der stood more eas ily from the tra di tion of the con -
cept of Bildung than from the mod ern idea of sci en tific method
(Grondin, 1994:109).

Does this mean that fea tures like method, sys te mat ics, veri fi ca tion I fal si -
fi ca tion and even the so- called re la tion be tween a know ing sub ject and a
study ob ject are in suf fi cient to pin- point the dis tinc tive unique ness of sci -
ence? Surely there are both sci en tific and non- scientific acts of veri fi ca -
tion / fal si fi ca tion, subject- object re la tions and sys tem atic modes of pro -
ce dure. The judge has to make sure (ver ify) that the evi dence used against 
an ac cused is re li able and also ought to pro ceed in a sys tem atic fash ion
while ar gu ing a spe cific case. Simi larly, the subject- object re la tion is
com mon to non- scientific hu man ex pe ri ence as well. We need but con sid -
er the hu man sub ject us ing so cial ob jects (like fur ni ture), or tech ni cal ob -
jects (tools), eco nomic ob jects (money), se mi otic ob jects (books), aes -
thetic ob jects (paint ings), ethi cal ob jects (en gage ment or wed ding rings),
le gal ob jects (prop erty), and the like. All these ob jects in di cate con crete
en ti ties which can equally much be stud ied by vari ous spe cial sci ences
(each from its own dis tinc tive per spec tive). The de ci sive ques tion is not:
which ob ject is stud ied, but: from which point of en try, an gle or func -
tional per spec tive is one gain ing sci en tific ac cess to re al ity. Does this
mean that it is suf fi cient sim ply to say that sci ence is char ac ter ized by ab -
strac tion?

That this is not the case fol lows from the pres ence of a par ticu lar kind of
ab strac tion which forms part of our non- scientific ex pe ri ence. One may
ref er to this kind of ab strac tion with the ap par ently con tra dic tory ex pres -
sion: con crete ab strac tion (or: en ti tary ab strac tion).

A lit tle girl who first no tices a dove and learns its name can al ready ab -
stract con cretely, for in stance when she shortly there af ter re fers to a
shrike as a dove. The child ac tu ally in di cates the con cept “bird” with the
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name (ver bal sign) /dove/. This is only pos si ble be cause the child has
lifted out cer tain bird- char ac ter is tics from the con crete sen so ri ally per -
ceived im age of a dove (e.g. a beak, wings, feath ers) while si mul ta ne -
ously re lin quish ing the spe cific char ac ter is tics which dis tin guish the dove 
from the spar row. This kind of ab strac tion is part of our eve ry day life,
since we are con tinu ally iden ti fy ing all sorts of en ti ties, plac ing them in
cer tain (con cep tual) cate go ries. Oth er wise how would one be able to
iden tify a par ticu lar horse as a horse (be long ing to the cate gory of
horses), or a par ticu lar car as a car? With out gen eral con cepts such as
cars and horses (in which the de tail of par ticu lar cars and horses are re lin -
quished), this would be im pos si ble.

This kind of ab strac tion does not pro vide us with a theo reti cal in sight into 
the na ture of any as pect of re al ity. In or der to ac count for the ab strac tion
of as pects or modes of re al ity a closer speci fi ca tion is needed. This brings 
us at once into con tact with what could be seen as the only truly dis tinc -
tive char ac ter is tic of schol arly ac tivi ties: mo dal ab strac tion.

In or der to un der stand the mean ing of mo dal ab strac tion (or: analy sis)
bet ter, the dis tinc tion between func tion con cepts and thing con cepts ought 
to be un der stood.

5. Concepts of functions and concepts of things

The ba sic dis tinc tion is that be tween en ti ties and prop er ties. The func -
tional re la tion be tween en ti ties rely upon the way in which these en ti ties
ex ist. The Latin ex pres sion: mo dus quo (way/mode of be ing) comes to
mind and we may sub sti tute the term prop erty with syn ony mous terms
like mode, func tion, and re la tion. The ad jec tive mo dal sim ply re fers to the 
as pec tual di men sion of re al ity (re lated to the ques tion about the how?),
which ought to be dis tin guished from the di men sion of en ti ties (re lated to
the ques tion about the what?). The lat ter, con crete en ti ties, so cie tal col -
lec tivi ties and events, ac tu ally func tion con cretely within all modes/as -
pects of re al ity – namely the nu meri cal, the spa tial, the kine mati cal, the
physi cal, the bi oti cal, the sen si tive-psy chi cal, the ana lyti cal, the cultural-
 historical, the sign- mode, the so cial as pect, the eco nomic mode, the aes -
thetic facet, the ju ral func tion, the ethi cal mode and the cer ti tu di nal as -
pect.

6. Philosophy and the special sciences: a first perspective

If it is true that mo dal ab strac tion is the dis tinc tive char ac ter is tic of sci -
ence, then it should be ob vi ous that we can dis tin guish within the cate -
gory of sci ences be tween those dis ci plines lim ited to the per spec tive of a
par ticu lar as pect, and those pay ing at ten tion to the foun da tional co her ent
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in ter lace ment among all the as pects of re al ity – a co her ence which also
serves as the foun da tion of a theo reti cal analy sis (an analy sis via the gate -
way of ab stracted as pects) of the in ter lace ment which ex ists be tween the
wide di ver sity of con crete en ti ties, events and so cie tal re la tion ships. The
lat ter kind of sci ence (fo cused on a co her ent to tal ity view of the di ver sity
within re al ity) is called phi loso phy. By con trast, every sci ence lim ited to
the per spec tive of a par ticu lar mo dal ity is des ig nated as a spe cial sci ence.

7. The impasse of monistic -isms

The fact that theo reti cal thought en tails mo dal ab strac tion has im por tant
im pli ca tions for every (modally de lim ited) par ticu lar spe cial sci ence. Mo -
dal ab strac tion en tails theo reti cal analy sis and analy sis al ways pro ceeds
on the ba sis of simi lari ties and dif fer ences. It is aimed at the iden ti fi ca tion 
and dis tinc tion of data.

Theo reti cal analy sis would there fore be aimed at the iden ti fi ca tion of a
par ticu lar as pect in dis tinction from other as pects. If re al ity con tained
only one as pect, analy sis as such would be im pos si ble, be cause we can
only iden tify an as pect by si mul ta ne ously dis tin guish ing it from all as -
pects which dif fer from the iden ti fied as pect. Theo reti cal analy sis (mo dal
ab strac tion) must there fore al ways si mul ta ne ously con sid er at least two
dif fer ing as pects. There fore every mo nis tic -ism (such as physi cal ism, bi -
olo gism, psy cholo gism, his tori cism, aes theti cism, mor al ism and pie tism)
can not be jus ti fied – theo reti cal think ing by vir tue of its (modally ab -
stract ing) na ture al ways en tails more than one as pect!

8. The limits of the special sciences (academic disciplines)

If a spe cial sci en tific dis ci pline de lim its its ter rain of study to the per spec -
tive of a sin gle as pect, then it is ob vi ous that the iden ti fi ca tion of the ter -
rain of study of a spe cial sci ence can never be seen as an ac tiv ity of that
spe cial sci ence or as an ac tiv ity tak ing place within the per spec tive of a
par ticu lar as pect – sim ply be cause more than one as pect is in volved in the 
iden ti fi ca tion of any as pect!

Since only phi loso phy can en gage more than one par ticu lar as pect in its
theo reti cal pur view, this im plies that no spe cial sci ence can in di cate its
own de lim ited ter rain of in ves ti ga tion with out pro ceed ing from some or
other philo sophi cal view on the co her ence which can ac count for the
simi lari ties and dif fer ences among the di verse as pects of re al ity. In other
words: the na ture of mo dal ab strac tion as dis tinc tive char ac ter is tic of sci -
ence im plies that every sci en tific dis ci pline has a philo sophi cal foun da -
tion!
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9. Philosophy and the disciplines: a second perspective

This course of rea son ing is closely linked to the ar gu ment which runs as
fol lows: The an swer which a spe cial sci en tist gives to the ques tion: what
is sci ence? can never be a special- scientific an swer, since every de scrip -
tion such as this dis cusses the spe cial sci ence and thus tran scends its lim -
its. Con sid er the fol low ing de scrip tion of mathe mat ics as a dis ci pline:
mathe mat ics con sists of sub sidi ary dis ci plines such as set the ory, al ge bra, 
to pol ogy and the like. This is no mathe mati cal state ment since the de -
scrip tion is not in the least an ax iom/propo si tion/proof/ar gu ment in set
the ory, al ge bra, to pol ogy and the like!

This course of rea son ing is valid for every par ticu lar modally per spec ti val 
sci ence. Even the ol ogy does not es cape this truth. While every stu dent of
the ol ogy be comes ac quainted through his or her stud ies with the dis ci -
pline of the en cy clo pae dia of the ol ogy (which is re spon si ble for the iden -
ti fi ca tion and de limi ta tion of the sub sidi ary dis ci plines of the ol ogy), this
dis ci pline is never it self clas si fied as a sub sidi ary dis ci pline of the ol ogy
(next to, e.g., the bib liologi cal, dog ma to logi cal and ec cle si ologi cal
groups). In this way the ol ogy ad mits that the ques tion: what is the ol ogy?
is not a theo logi cal ques tion!

This situa tion is re mark able, fur ther more, since, al though no defi ni tion of
any spe cial sci ence can have a spe cial sci en tific char ac ter, no such defi ni -
tion can be given with out ac count ing for the sci en tific con tent of the spe -
cial sci ence! Even when it is ar gued that mathe ma ti cians, theo lo gi ans, and 
the like would be best equipped to an swer ques tions such as: what is
mathe mat ics? what is the ol ogy? and the like, this does not abol ish the
truth that the an swer which is given pre cedes work done

within the spe cial sci ences. The meas ure is not who gives the defi ni tion,
but: what is the na ture of the defi ni tion! This state of af fairs once more
con firms the in dis solu ble co her ence which ex ists be tween every spe cial
sci ence and its philo sophi cal foun da tional ques tions.

We could also de scribe this state of af fairs as fol lows: there are ba si cally
two kinds of sci ence, (i) the kind of sci ence which, when it dis cusses it -
self, tran scends its own lim its, and (ii) the kind of sci ence which, when it
dis cusses it self and the gen eral ques tion of the na ture of sci ence, re mains
within its own lim its. The first op tion in di cates a spe cial sci ence, and the
sec ond in di cates phi loso phy. In this sense phi loso phy is the sci ence of sci -
ences, which is en gaged in ter alia with the philo sophi cal foun da tional
ques tions of the spe cial sci ences.
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10. Modal universality: the concern of Kant's epistemology

Kant al ready stum bled upon the na ture of mo dal analy sis with the ba sic
con cern of his Cri tique of Pure Rea son. In his search for the syn thetic a
pri ori Kant fo cused upon the com bi na tion of two con sid era tions: (i) ac -
knowl edg ing con di tions mak ing ex pe ri ence as such pos si ble, and (ii) em -
pha siz ing the uni ver sal ity of those con di tions. Put dif fer ently: Kant strug -
gled with the age- old is sue of mo dal uni ver sal ity (al ready un der ly ing Pla -
tos' con cern with su per sen sory ideas – of Strauss, 2000). Posi tiv ism im -
plic itly re stricts it self to what can be ob served through the senses. This
opens the gate to an ac count of the experience- based knowl edge we have
of en ti ties, but it pre cludes a mean ing ful ac count of knowl edge of the
prop er ties (mo dal func tions) of these en ti ties!

Is it pos si ble to per ceive the nu meri cal as pect? Can we weigh the spa tial
as pect? Can we de ter mine the vol ume of the kine mati cal as pect? Can we
meas ure the dis tance be tween the spa tial as pect and the physi cal as pects?
What does the bi oti cal as pect taste like? The ab surd ity of these ques tions
dem on strates the Achil les' heel of posi tiv ism.

11. Natural sciences and the humanities: laws and norms

In spite of all the simi lari ties be tween the natu ral sci ences and the hu -
mani ties there still is one cru cial and mean ing ful dif fer ence: whereas the
point of view of the natu ral sci ences is de lim ited by as pects gov erned by
natu ral laws, the an gles of ap proach of the hu mani ties al ways dis play a
nor ma tive char ac ter.

This is am ply evi dent from the nor ma tive con trar ies in the post- psychical
as pects: logi cal – il logi cal; his tori cal – un his tor ical (not the same as a-
 historical!); so cial – un so cial (po lite/im po lite); eco nomic – un eco nomic;
le gal – il le gal, and so on. Note that we do not have to agree about what
we con sid er to be logi cally sound or eco nomi cally re spon si ble to agree
that the con trar ies logi cal – il logi cal and eco nomic – un eco nomic are nor -
ma tive!

12. “Facts” and “Values” revisited

It be longs to the leg acy of mod ern phi loso phy since Kant to dis tin guish
be tween two sup pos edly dis con nected spheres of be ing, viz. that of facts
and that of val ues. Kant him self has ex pressed this fun da men tal du al ism
as fol lows: un der stand ing, as the for mal law- giver of natu ral re al ity is
only con cerned with what is, whereas prac ti cal rea son (show ing the pri -
macy of the ideal of a free and autono mous per son al ity) alone can cope
with the ought- to- be (Sein / Sol len).
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In a rather witty way Ma cIver once re acted as fol lows:

The fol low ing seem to be the chief ten ets of their creed. First, I be -
lieve in facts, and to be saved I must dis cover new ones. Sec ond,
when I have dis cov ered them, I must if pos si ble meas ure them,
but, fail ing that con sum ma tion, I must count them. Third, while all 
facts are sa cred, all theo ries are of the devil. Hence the next best
thing, if one can't dis cover new facts, is to re fute old theo ries
(1967:21).

The in flu ence of neo- Kantian value- philosophy did not can cel the po lar ity 
be tween is and ought- to- be, but merely in tro duced their value- idea in the
lat ter sphere. Sub se quently we en coun ter the op po si tion of facts and val -
ues in the dif fer en tia tion be tween (sci en tific) de scrip tion and (non-
 scientific) evalua tion' How ever, be ing sub ject to the mo dal logi cal norms
of iden tity and (non-)con tra dic tion every ana lyti cal act (as an act of iden -
ti fi ca tion and dis tinc tion) ought to con form to these (and other logi cal)
norms. Hence it should be seen as just a dif fer ent form of evalua tion, viz.
ana lyti cal evalua tion!

13. The misplaced ideal of objectivity

It is a gen er ally ac cepted view that sub jec tiv ity should be seen as some -
thing dis turb ing sci en tific en deav ours – hence it must be re placed with
the ideal of ob jec tiv ity.

How ever, to see sub jec tiv ity as a dis turb ing fac tor in sci en tific ac tivi ties
pre sup poses the ex is tence of some or other nor ma tive stan dard. If the in -
put of sub jec tiv ity in the course of sci en tific re search and schol arly ac tivi -
ties is evalu ated as some thing ar bi trary, this very evalua tion al ready ap -
plies a nor ma tive stan dard by judg ing sub jec tiv ity (in its ar bi trari ness) as
not con form ing to the norm. The op po site of ar bi trary sub jec tiv ity, how -
ever, is not ob jec tiv ity but norm- conforming sub jec tiv ity.

Ar bi trari ness is an anti- normative fig ure, pre sup pos ing the ex is tence of a
norm and leav ing open the pos si bil ity for nor ma tively cor rect sub jec tive
ac tions.

14. Concluding remark

Not only does the dis tinc tive fea ture of sci ence, namely mo dal ab strac -
tion, opens the way to an un der stand ing of the co her ence and dif fer ence
be tween phi loso phy and the spe cial sci ences, since it also helps us to ac -
count for the dif fer ence be tween the natu ral sci ences and the hu mani ties
in terms of the dif fer ence be tween natu ral laws and cul tural norms.
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When hu man be ings act un der the guid ance of nor ma tive vis tas they tran -
scend ani mal abili ties. Nor ma tively cor rect or in cor rect be hav iour is only
pos si ble for hu man be ings who func tion with a free and ac count able will.
No ani mal can think logi cally or il logi cally, shape his tori cally or un his -
tori cally, act so cially or anti- socially, be thrifty or spend thrift, just or un -
just. The lack of spe ciali za tion of the three sub struc tures of be ing hu man
(the physical- chemical sub struc ture, the bi otic sub struc ture, and the
emotional- sensitive sub struc ture) goes hand- in- hand with their di rect ed -
ness to wards the nor ma tive quali fi ca tion of a per son's bod ily ex is tence.

Since the whole “nor ma tive in stru men tarium” of a per son not only in di -
cates the dis tinc tively human- ness of be ing hu man, but also quali fies the
hu man be ing in its en tire bod ily ex is tence, it may be well to ref er to this
quali fy ing di men sion – fol low ing the pref er ence of the author's col league, 
prof J. H. Smit – as the nor ma tive struc ture of the hu man be ing.

In ad di tion to the on tic foun da tion of the dis tinct ness of the hu mani ties
we here also find an an thro po logi cal ar gu ment added.

The full ac know ledge ment of the his toric ity and in ter pre ta tive di men sions 
of schol ar ship – justly em pha sized by post mod ern ism – does not jus tify a
to tal de nun cia tion of dis cern ing on tic fea tures. Rather, con struc tive criti -
cism can only en rich and deepen the pro vi sional re flec tion of this ar ti cle!
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